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Abstract 
Previous literature suggests that mothers may stand out as unique lie recipients in terms of 
perceptions of lie acceptability and that this may be related to the influence of cultural values – 
that mothers are special and, thus, must not be lied to. However, recent work suggests that this 
may not be the case. Instead, parental status may be the driving factor behind differences in 
perceptions of lie acceptability. Nevertheless, cultural values seem to influence perceptions of lie 
acceptability. The purpose of the present study was to further explore the role of culture in 
perceptions of lie acceptability. Participants rated the acceptability of lies depicted in various 
vignettes, where the lies varied by lie type and lie domain, as well as lie recipient. Participants 
also completed instruments measuring endorsement of traditional Mexican American cultural 
values. Lie acceptability was analyzed as a function of these factors. We found that only some of 
our hypotheses were supported. For example, the more participants endorsed specific traditional 
Mexican American cultural values, the less acceptable they rated certain lies to be, and this was 
moderated by lie type and lie domain. Also, while participants did not differentiate between 
mothers and fathers, they also did not differentiate between parents and other authority figures. 
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Did You Just Lie to Mom and Dad? 
Parental and Cultural Influences on Perceptions of Lie Acceptability 
Most religious and other moral, ethical, cultural and behavioral codes have some tenet 
that condemns the act of lying. For example, “You shall not lie,” 
(http://biblehub.com/web/leviticus/19.htm), “Keep thee far from a false matter,” 
(http://biblehub.com/kjv/exodus/23.htm), and “Do not mix truth with falsehood” 
(http://quran.com/2). In addition, both adults and children tend to report that lying is 
unacceptable (Lavoie, Leduc, Crossman, & Talwar, 2015). However, this stands in contrast to 
how we actually behave. Research shows that most people lie on a daily basis in some way, 
shape, or form (DePaulo, Kashy, Kirkendol, Wyer, & Epstein, 1996). This may be because lying 
greases the wheels of social interactions, making it easier to interact with others without ruffling 
feathers, causing conflict, or annoying oneself or others. 
To illustrate this point, imagine that we lived in a world where nobody could lie. This is 
the premise of the movie The Invention of Lying starring Ricky Gervais. In the movie, the 
inability to lie leads to many uncomfortable social situations and many people are perceived as 
rude and even cruel (Gervais, 2009). When Gervais’ character first gains the ability to lie, he lies 
only for personal gain. He soon realizes, however, that lying can also be used to facilitate social 
interactions and to benefit others, and so begins to lie for selfless reasons. Although fictional, the 
movie provides insight into why and how lying may be beneficial and how it may help society 
function. 
The present study explores some of the ways in which lie-telling is and is not perceived 
as socially acceptable. In particular, prior research suggests that lies to parents might be 
condemned more than lies told to other authority figures, and that this might vary as a function of 
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characteristics of both the lie and the rater of that lie (Dominguez & Crossman, 2016). Lies can 
vary by their motivation (e.g., told to be polite versus self-serving) and their domain (e.g., lies 
told about personal business), as well as by the person to whom they are directed. Moreover, 
prior research suggests that the cultural attitudes of a rater may be related to their perceptions of 
lie acceptability. For instance, traditional Mexican American cultural values might be associated 
with perceptions that lies told to mothers are less acceptable than lies told to other individuals. 
However, it is unclear whether mothers in particular, or parents more generally, are perceived 
differently – and whether more generalized cultural values help to predict these perceptions, as 
opposed to more unique, specific Mexican American cultural values. 
Thus, this study examined whether perceptions of lie acceptability differ when lying to 
mothers and fathers compared to other authority figures. To answer this question, participants 
rated lie acceptability of various vignettes depicting lie-telling scenarios that varied by lie type, 
lie domain, and lie recipient authority status. In addition, traditional Mexican American cultural 
values, which emphasize the unique role and status of mothers, as well as other values (e.g., 
religiosity; familism), were assessed. Lie acceptability was examined as a function of these three 
factors in an effort to better understand the complexity inherent in our inconsistent cultural 
standards surrounding lie-telling. 
What is a Lie? 
Lying may be a common action; however, its definition has nuanced variations in the 
finer details of what makes a lie a lie. For example, Merriam-Webster defines a lie simply as “an 
untrue statement with intent to deceive” (http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/lie). 
Aldert Vrij, a leading expert in the field of deception detection, forwards a more complex 
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definition of a lie as, “a successful or unsuccessful deliberate attempt, without forewarning, to 
create in another a belief which the communicator considers to be untrue” (Vrij, 2000, p.6). 
Social Context of Lying 
Lying often occurs in a social context, such as a conversation. Conversations are 
governed by conventions, such as the Gricean maxims (1989). According to Grice (1989), there 
are four maxims that guide conversation: the Maxim of Quality (be truthful), of Quantity (give as 
much information as needed, but not more), of Relation (be relevant), and of Manner (don’t be 
ambiguous or obscure). Lying violates these conversational maxims, which may be why lying is 
typically condemned (Lavoie et al., 2015). On the other hand, Lakoff (1973) and Sweetser (1987; 
as cited by Williams, Moore, Crossman, & Talwar, 2015) also propose that there is an 
overarching meta-maxim of general cooperation that requires a speaker to help and not harm 
their conversational partners through their communication. This may be why some types of lies, 
told to spare the feelings of a conversational partner, for instance, are not condemned and might 
instead be encouraged. 
Types of Lies 
As noted above, not all lies are equally condemned. The varied intentions behind lie-
telling can lead to different perceptions of different types of lies (Crossman & Lewis, 2006; Ning 
& Crossman, 2007). For example, suppose that Jeff invites Sally over for a home cooked meal. 
As Sally eats, she tries to avoid thinking of how much the meal reminds her of sweaty gym 
socks. At the end of the meal, Jeff asks Sally how it was. If Sally were honest, she would say that 
it was terrible, but she doesn’t want to hurt Jeff’s feelings. After all, what is one little lie 
compared to their friendship? So, she says, “It was great. I really liked its distinct flavor.” Sally’s 
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lie would be classified as a prosocial lie, as prosocial lies are told to benefit or to avoid harming 
others, even at a cost to oneself (Talwar & Crossman, 2011).  
Now, suppose that Jeff forgot that Sally was a vegetarian, so he cooked a beef dinner and 
then told her that the dinner was made from tofu. Jeff’s lie would be classified as an antisocial 
lie, as antisocial lies are self-serving lies told for personal gain, or to avoid negative outcomes, 
even if others may get hurt (Talwar & Crossman, 2011). 
As might be expected, prosocial lies tend to be considered more acceptable than 
antisocial lies, since they are meant to help, and not harm, others. Lindskold and Walters (1983) 
demonstrated this when they had undergraduate students respond to different questionnaires and 
evaluate the acceptability of various lies in three studies. They found that lies were seen as more 
acceptable when the lies were meant to help others and when they were not meant to harm 
others. 
Prosocial lies are sometimes even preferred over the truth. For instance, Brimbal, Zottoli, 
and Crossman (2016) had participants watch videos of children telling blunt or subtle prosocial 
lies or truths in different scenarios. Participants rated their impressions of the children and how 
they would reward or punish their behavior. On average, subtle truth and lie tellers were liked 
more, were more likely to be rewarded, and less likely to be punished than blunt speakers, in 
politeness scenarios. 
This preference for polite lies over harsh truths may reflect the feeling that a person 
might have to hide the blunt truth in order to keep relationships friendly and to avoid hurting 
another’s feelings. “Thus, prosocial lies are considered a form of communication that both 
violates and upholds the basic rules of interpersonal communication” (Williams et al., 2015, p. 
2). So clearly, lies and lying are more complex than one might think them to be. 
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Development of Lying Behavior 
Given the conflicting maxims and the social conventions surrounding lie-telling and 
truth-telling, people have to learn when it is and is not acceptable to lie, and we learn this from a 
very early age (Williams, Leduc, Crossman, & Talwar, 2016). According to Eskritt, Whalen, and 
Lee (2008), children as young as 3 years old can start recognizing violations of Gricean maxims. 
They had children between 3 and 5 years old ask one of two puppets, the Gricean follower or the 
Gricean flouter, to help them find a hidden sticker. The Gricean follower gave accurate 
information about the sticker’s location, while the Gricean flouter violated one of the Gricean 
maxims, making the information unhelpful. Eskritt et al. (2008) found that all the children were 
equally likely to pick either the Gricean follower or the Gricean flouter in the Quality and 
Quantity conditions, where the puppet lied about the sticker’s location or did not provide enough 
information, respectively. However, more than two-thirds of the children chose the Gricean 
follower in the Relation condition, where the puppet gave an irrelevant answer. Thus, even at an 
early age, children are beginning to understand conversational conventions that could support the 
development and understanding of norms surrounding lie-telling. 
Indeed, research shows that children also start lying around the same time that they can 
start recognizing violations of Gricean maxims, around three years of age, despite the fact that 
children are typically taught that all lying is bad (Lavoie et al., 2015; Lewis, Stanger & Sullivan, 
1989). This may be because children learn this behavior from their parents who, despite telling 
their children not to lie, model the behavior themselves (Lavoie et al., 2015; Williams, Kirmayer, 
Simon, & Talwar, 2013). Children can, and will, tell both antisocial and prosocial lies at an early 
age (Talwar & Lee, 2002a, 2002b). 
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Antisocial lie-telling. Developmental studies suggest that children’s earliest lies tend to 
be to antisocial lies. For instance, they may tell a lie to avoid admitting their own transgression 
(e.g., Lewis et al., 1989). A common paradigm for examining this type of lie is the temptation 
resistance paradigm. In this paradigm, children are left alone after being told not to peek at a 
target object, such as a toy or music box, and afterwards are asked whether or not they peeked. 
Lies are distinguished by comparing the children’s statements to their actual actions. 
Talwar and Lee (2002a) used a temptation resistance paradigm, in which 3- to 7-year-
olds were left alone in a room with a music-playing toy placed behind their backs. They were 
told not to peek at it. Most children did peek and when the experimenter asked them whether 
they had looked or not, about half of the 3-year-olds confessed that they did, whereas most of the 
older children lied. 
Prosocial lie-telling. As noted above, children tell prosocial lies from an early age as 
well (Talwar & Crossman, 2011). For instance, Talwar and Lee (2002b) used a reverse rouge 
task, in which they had 3- to 7-year-olds take a picture of the experimenter. Before they took the 
picture, children were asked: "Do I look okay for the photo?” The experimenter's nose had a 
visible mark in the experimental condition, but not in the control condition. Most of the children 
in the experimental condition lied and said the experimenter looked fine. In both studies, adult 
evaluators were not able to clearly distinguish between the liars and non-liars, a testament to 
children’s growing ability to lie well. 
Another common means of testing for naturalistic prosocial lie-telling in the lab is with a 
disappointing gift paradigm. In this paradigm, children receive a gift that they previously rated as 
undesirable, such as a bar of soap or a pair of socks, and then are asked if they like it or not. 
Talwar, Murphy, and Lee (2007) used this paradigm in three conditions with children from 3 to 
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11 years of age. In the first condition, children received an undesirable gift and were asked 
whether they liked the gift or not. In the second condition, before children were questioned about 
the gift, they were encouraged by their parent to lie. In the third condition, parents received the 
undesirable gift and children were encouraged to lie on their parent’s behalf. In all of the 
conditions, most children told the prosocial lies and this trend increased with age. 
Transition from antisocial to prosocial lies. As they get older and their abilities mature, 
children’s motivations for lying may shift toward children telling proportionally more prosocial 
lies. Khogali, Brimbal, Segovia, Talwar, and Crossman (2016) showed such a trend in their 
three-year longitudinal study of the development of children’s lying. In two lab visits, children, 4 
years old during the first visit and 6 years old in the second visit, told either the truth or a 
naturalistic prosocial or antisocial lie. Khogali et al. (2016) found that children decreased their 
antisocial lie-telling, but increased their prosocial lie-telling across visits. 
Effectiveness of children’s lies. As children get older, they also become better liars due, 
in part, to their maturing cognitive abilities (Talwar & Crossman, 2011).Williams et al. (2015) 
used a disappointing gift paradigm in which 79 children, ages 6 to 12 years, were given the 
opportunity to lie to a research assistant about liking a disappointing prize. Overall, 47 children 
lied about liking their prize and, of those, 25 showed semantic leakage control (i.e., the ability to 
keep lies and deceptive statements consistent) during follow-up questioning. They found that 
children who told the prosocial lie performed significantly better on working memory and 
inhibitory control tests. Children who lied and were able to sustain semantic leakage control also 
demonstrated advanced theory of mind understanding (i.e., the ability to understand different 
mental states of the self and others). These findings suggest that advanced cognitive abilities, 
which emerge with age, are key to the development of advanced lie-telling skills. 
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Perceptions of Lie Acceptability 
Although children can lie from an early age, research shows that their behavior shifts 
over time away from less acceptable and toward more acceptable forms of lie-telling, perhaps as 
a reflection of their growing understanding of the comparative acceptability of different types of 
lies (Khogali et al., 2016). This behavioral transition might also reflect the learning of cultural 
norms – that prosocial lies are more acceptable than antisocial lies (Ning & Crossman, 2007). 
The earlier vignettes, where Jeff and Sally lie to each other, illustrate why perceptions of 
lie acceptability are more complex than one might assume. These vignettes provide a glimpse 
into one of the factors taken into account when evaluating the acceptability of a lie: the type of 
lie, as described above. This reflects whether the lie motivation is self-serving (i.e., antisocial) or 
meant to help or protect another (i.e., prosocial). But, lie type is not the only determinant of lie 
acceptability. Other factors that also tend to be considered when evaluating lie acceptability; 
these include the domain of the lie and the authority status of the lie recipient, the combination of 
which was of interest in the present study. 
Domain. Domain refers to specific areas or aspects of one’s life in which there may be 
distinct social rules and behaviors that govern social interactions (Smetana & Daddis, 2002). The 
present study focused on the personal, prudential and moral domains. The personal domain 
concerns control of one’s body, privacy, preferences, and choices (excluding the use of drugs 
and alcohol), while the prudential domain concerns one’s health, safety, comfort, and harm to 
self (including the use of drugs and alcohol; Smetana, Villalobos, Tasopoulos-Chan, Gettman, & 
Campione-Barr, 2009). The moral domain refers to the rights and welfare of others (Smetana & 
Asquith, 1994). A lie may be considered more or less acceptable depending on the domain of the 
lie. Indeed, research supports this premise. 
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Perkins and Turiel (2007) had teenagers judge the acceptability of hypothetical situations 
in which story characters lied in order to avoid a directive from a parent or a friend. The 
situations reflected the moral, personal, and prudential domains. Teenagers judged lying as 
acceptable in some situations and not in others, depending on whether or not the directives were 
seen as legitimate. That is, it was acceptable to lie when the parent or friend did not have 
jurisdiction in a particular domain, but unacceptable when they did. Teenagers judged that 
parents had no jurisdiction over moral and personal issues, but did have jurisdiction over 
prudential ones, while they had opposite judgments regarding their friends. 
Similarly, Smetana et al. (2009) assessed disclosure, disclosure strategies, and 
justifications for nondisclosure of prudential, peer, multifaceted, and personal acts among 
seventh and tenth graders by having them do a sorting task. They found that teenagers disclosed 
more to parents about prudential and personal behaviors than about multifaceted and peer 
behaviors. Nondisclosure was due to worrying about parental disapproval and claiming that acts 
were personal or not harmful. Concern about parental disapproval led older teenagers to disclose 
less and lie more than younger teenagers, but overall, teenagers avoided discussing issues that 
they considered to be personal. 
Authority status of the lie recipient. Along with the lie domain, it is also important to 
consider the effect of a lie recipient’s authority status on perceptions of lie acceptability. That is, 
whether the person being lied to has (or is considered to have) authority status is a potential 
modifier of lie acceptability, as lie domain and authority status often interact when it comes to 
evaluating lie acceptability. If a person is not considered to have authority status within a 
particular domain, it may be more acceptable to lie to them. 
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Smetana and Bitz (1996) had students from fifth, seventh, ninth, and eleventh grades 
assess whether or not 20 issues were subject to a teacher’s legitimate authority. That is, they 
assessed whether or not the teacher had the authority to make rules and enforce them regarding 
these issues, and whether or not violations of these rules were judged negatively. The issues 
referred to the moral, conventional (arbitrary and consensually agreed-on behavior that changes 
and is specific to its social context; Turiel, 1983), contextually conventional (issues that can be 
regulated in schools, but are otherwise seen as falling in the personal domain; Smetana & Bitz, 
1996), personal and prudential domains. They found that fifth graders judged all issues as subject 
to a teacher’s authority and all violations as negative, but older students felt that violations were 
negative only when they felt the teacher had legitimate authority in that particular domain. 
Thus, whether or not a lie recipient has authority status is debatable. Smetana, Metzger, 
Gettman, and Campione-Barr (2006) examined the beliefs of ninth and twelfth graders and their 
parents regarding parents’ legitimate authority, adolescents’ obligations to disclose to parents, 
and actual disclosure and secrecy in the prudential, moral, conventional, multifaceted, and 
personal domains. Parents viewed adolescents as more obligated to disclose to parents than 
adolescents viewed themselves to be, and adolescents disclosed more to mothers than to fathers, 
particularly regarding personal issues. Thus an individual’s beliefs regarding authority also play 
an important role in their lie-telling behavior. Millar and Tesser (1988) found a similar result 
across different types of authority figures. They had college students evaluate 32 deceptive 
behaviors toward a parent or a boss. They found that students felt guilty about lying only if the 
student’s perceived expectations of the lie recipient were violated. That is, students felt bad when 
they violated the expectation they anticipated the lie recipient to have, as opposed to feeling bad 
when they violated the lie recipient’s actual expectations. 
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The Present Study 
Previous research has shown that perceptions of lie acceptability vary based on several 
factors such as lie type, lie domain and lie recipient authority status (Ning & Crossman, 2007; 
Smetana & Daddis, 2002; Smetana et al., 2009; Smetana & Asquith, 1994). The present study 
continues to tease apart the nuanced differences between perceptions of lie acceptability and 
their determinants. 
Differences between authority figures? Even though authority status itself seems to be 
a strong determinant of lie acceptability (Ning & Crossman, 2007; Seiter, Bruschke, & Bai, 
2002; Solís, Smetana, & Comer, 2015), the work of Smetana et al. (2006) and Villalobos and 
Smetana (2012) suggest that there may be nuanced differences among authority figures 
themselves, particularly between parents. Villalobos and Smetana, for instance, found 
differences between the amounts of lying that adolescents directed to mothers versus fathers. 
They allude to the particular importance that maternal influence may play regarding lie 
acceptability and suggest that there is a potential difference between mothers and other authority 
figures – that there may be an effect of authority figure identity. 
As part of their study, Villalobos and Smetana (2012) administered the Mexican 
American Cultural Values Scale (MACVS) (Knight et al., 2010). This scale measures the degree 
to which participants endorse mainstream American values (e.g., individuality, independence, 
economic success) and Mexican American cultural values (e.g., obligation to family, religiosity 
and respect for parents). Villalobos and Smetana (2012) found that a greater endorsement of 
Mexican American cultural family values was associated with more disclosure and less lying to 
parents, but especially to mothers. One possible explanation for their finding is that participants 
considered it to be less acceptable to lie to mothers. Indeed, Villalobos and Smetana’s (2012) 
DID YOU JUST LIE TO MOM AND DAD?                                                                               15 
findings raise the possibility that a mother’s unique lie recipient status may be due to the 
influence of cultural values, which was of interest in the current study. 
However, before exploring whether there is support for this notion, one must first 
establish whether there is a difference between mothers and other authority figures regarding 
their particular influence on perceptions of lie acceptability. Current literature had yet to 
establish whether or not this difference existed. This was what Dominguez and Crossman (2016) 
aimed to explore. They were interested in probing whether mothers stood out as a unique 
category of lie recipient in terms of lie acceptability. Dominguez and Crossman had 175 
participants rate the acceptability of various vignettes depicting lie-telling scenarios. Vignettes 
varied by lie type, lie domain, and lie recipient authority status. ‘Mother’ was included as one of 
the authority figures. The researchers also included some MACVS statements as part of their 
study to begin to explore whether cultural values might contribute to differences in lie 
acceptability. 
Dominguez and Crossman’s (2016) results replicated previous findings discussed in the 
literature, for the most part. However, contrary to what was expected, mothers did not seem to 
have special status as a unique type of authority figure. Results showed that there was no 
significant difference between mothers and other authority figures, so there was no so-called 
‘Mom Effect.’ However, there was a difference found between parents and other authority 
figures, raising the possibility that parental status may be the driving factor in any differences 
found between perceptions of lie acceptability. Additionally, some MACVS values, particularly 
religion, significantly correlated with lie acceptability ratings (Dominguez & Crossman, 2016), 
highlighting the need for more systematic investigation of this potential correlate of lie 
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perceptions. Unfortunately, however, only 13% of their study participants self-identified as 
Hispanic, highlighting the need for more Hispanic representation in the current study as well. 
Based on Dominguez and Crossman’s (2016) findings, the present study takes a closer 
look at the role that cultural values, specifically religion, play regarding perceptions of lie 
acceptability. Similar to Dominguez and Crossman, participants rated vignettes depicting lie-
telling scenarios. However, in the present experiment, the scenarios only manipulate lie type 
(antisocial, prosocial) and lie domain (personal, prudential, moral) as factors and lie recipients 
only include authority figures (mother, father, professor). Because Dominguez and Crossman 
found a correlation between some MACVS values, like religion, and lie acceptability ratings, the 
present experiment further explored this by including the complete MACVS instrument. The 
present experiment also includes the complete Marianismo Beliefs Scale (MBS; Castillo, Perez, 
Castillo, & Ghosheh, 2010), since Marianismo is strongly tied to religion. The MBS assesses the 
extent to which one believes Latinas “should enculturate and practice the cultural values that 
comprise the construct of marianismo,” (Castillo et al., 2010, p.163) reflecting beliefs about how 
Latina women should behave as proscribed by Latino cultural and religious norms (Stevens, 
1973; Villegas, Lemanski, & Valdéz, 2010; Reyes, 2013). 
Hypotheses 
The author hypothesized that there would be two main effects: (1) lie type: antisocial lies 
would be perceived as less acceptable than prosocial lies and (2) lie domain: lies told in the 
prudential domain would be perceived as less acceptable than lies told in the personal domain. 
The author also hypothesized that there would be a two-way interaction between these factors: 
(3) lie type x lie domain: antisocial lies told in the prudential domain would be perceived as less 
acceptable than prosocial lies told in the personal domain. Furthermore, the author hypothesized 
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that (4) when comparing ratings of lie acceptability between authority figures, it would be 
considered worse to lie to parents compared to the other authority figures. Finally, it was 
hypothesized that (5) stronger endorsement of Mexican American cultural values would 
negatively correlate with lie acceptability ratings pertaining to parents and that (6) stronger 
endorsement of MBS statements would negatively correlate with lie acceptability ratings 
pertaining to parents. 
Method 
Design 
The experiment was a 2 (lie type: antisocial, prosocial) X 3 (lie domain: personal, 
prudential, moral) x 2 (lie recipient: parent (mother or father), professor) factorial experimental 
design. While conditions varied within subjects for all participants, each individual only 
responded to vignettes about mother or father figures (as compared to a professor), thus 
mother/father varied between subjects. 
Participants 
Participants were recruited from John Jay College of Criminal Justice, New York, NY. 
John Jay College was selected because it has a highly diverse student body, including a sizable 
Hispanic student population. The Hispanic population was of interest because one goal of the 
study was to systematically investigate whether endorsing traditional Mexican American cultural 
values plays an important role in perceptions of lie acceptability, similar to investigations done 
by Villalobos and Smetana (2012) and Dominguez and Crossman (2016). To operationalize the 
term Hispanic, participants were asked whether they self-identified as having Hispanic, Latino or 
Spanish origins and, if so, to provide additional description of their specific background.  
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Participants were recruited from the John Jay College Psychology Department Research 
Experience Program (REP). The REP gives students the chance to participate in psychology 
research in exchange for class credit. To be eligible, participants must have been at least 18 years 
old when they signed up for the study. Participants were asked to attest that they were 18 years 
of age or older before being able to consent to participate in the study. 
A total of 250 participants responded and after they were all were given class credit, all 
personally identifying information in the dataset was removed via Qualtrics to maintain 
participant anonymity. Of these 250 participants, 13 were excluded from final analyses due to 
missing information. Complete data was available for the remaining 237 participants included in 
the final analyses, the majority of whom were female (see Table 1 for sample demographics). 
With regard to race, 39% (n = 93)of participants self-identified as Other, 30% (n = 72) as White, 
21.5% (n = 51) as Black or African American, 12% (n = 29) as Asian, 1% (n =3) as American 
Indian or Alaska Native, and 1% (n =3) as Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, with 5%(n 
=12) of participants identifying as being of more than one of these groups. With regard to 
ethnicity, 53% (n =126) identified as being of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin and, among 
these individuals, 85% (n =107) provided further information (See Table 2), with 20% (n = 25) 
self-identified as being from two or more of these Hispanic/Latino/Spanish origin groups. For 
household income, about a quarter of participants had a household income of less than $15,000. 
The majority of participants had never been married (Table 1). 
Measures 
Vignettes. The vignettes in the present experiment were similar to the ones used by 
Dominguez and Crossman (2016), but with some modifications. Lies varied by lie type 
(antisocial or prosocial) and lie domain (personal or prudential). However, for this study, there  
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Table 1 
Participant Demographics (n=237) 
 Frequency Percent (%) 
Sex   
    Male  50 21.10 
    Female  187 78.90 
Hispanic   
    No 111 46.84 
    Yes  126 53.16 
Income   
    Under $15,000 58  24.47 
    $15,000 to $24,999 42 17.72 
    $25,000 to $34,999 29 12.24 
    $35,000 to $49,999 33 13.92 
    $50,000 to $74,999 33 13.92 
    $75,000 to $99,999 15 6.33 
    $100,000 to $149,999 18 7.59 
    $150,000 to $199,999 3 1.27 
    $200,000 and over  6  2.53 
Marital Status   
    Married 15 6.33 
    Never Married 216  91.14 
    Divorced 5  2.11 
    Widowed 1 0.42 
 
 
was another domain added – the moral domain – creating a total of 6 conditions (see Table 3). In 
addition, all lie recipients in the present experiment had “authority” status and there were three 
possible authority figures: a professor, a mother, or a father. 
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Table 2 
Participant Self-identification among Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish Individuals (n=107) 
Response Frequency Percent (%) 
Hispanic 26 24.30 
Puerto Rico 21 19.63 
Dominican Republic 20 18.69 
Latino 13 12.15 
Ecuador 9 8.41 
Mexico 6 5.61 
Spain 5 4.67 
Colombia 3 2.80 
Honduras 3 2.80 
Paraguay 3 2.80 
Peru 3 2.80 
Costa Rica 2 1.87 
El Salvador 2 1.87 
Belize 1 0.93 
Chile 1 0.93 
Cuba 1 0.93 
Panama 1 0.93 
Venezuela 1 0.93 
 
 
The author believed that professors would be the best figures to contrast against parents, 
not only because professors and/or teachers are considered authority figures (Barnes, Marateo, & 
Ferris, 2007; Chen, 2006; Karl & Peluchette, 2011; Smetana & Bitz, 1996; Smetana, Metzger, 
Gettman, & Campione-Barr, 2006). They are also appropriate authority figures, given that our 
subject pool was comprised of college students for whom parents are likely current or recent 
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figures of legitimate authority and, similarly, professors are current figures of legitimate 
authority. Additionally, it made the most sense given that we had to make sure that the vignettes 
fulfilled the conditions they fell into, in addition to sounding believable given the 
situation/context. For example, lying to a police officer about not doing homework or lying to a 
priest about why one won’t be going to the college health fair doesn’t make sense, so it is not as 
plausible or believable as it would be to tell these lies to parents or a professor. 
 
Table 3 
Experimental Conditions (Like Type X Lie Domain) 
 Lie Domain 
Personal Prudential Moral 
Lie 
Type  
Antisocial  A B C 
Prosocial D E G 
 
 
All participants read vignettes with a professor, but only about half of the participants 
read vignettes with a mother and the other half read vignettes with a father. There were two lies 
in each condition, for a total of 12 vignettes per participant. For analyses, all 12 ratings were 
averaged, leaving 1 rating per participant. This allowed for stimulus variability, reducing the 
idiosyncratic impact of each vignette scenario on perceptions of the condition it represents. 
An example of a vignette in the Antisocial Prudential condition, with a professor in this 
case, is as follows: River’s “Staying Healthy in College” seminar started a unit on the dangers 
of drinking. The professor surveys the students on their drinking behavior. River habitually binge 
drinks, but lies on the survey and writes, “I don’t drink.” An example of a vignette in the 
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Prosocial Personal condition, with a mother in this case, is as follows: Blaine’s mother recently 
published a book that has been in the works for a long time. Blaine finds the book boring, but 
lies and says, “Your book is great! Everyone will love it!” (See Appendix A for all vignettes). 
To further ensure that results were due to the manipulation of the aforementioned factors, 
and not to the specific situations presented in the vignettes, the author created a total of 48 
different vignettes, eight for each condition. Vignettes were randomized and each participant 
received 12 of the 48 vignettes, two for each of the six conditions. This created four survey 
“rotations” to which participants were randomly assigned. Participants completed one of the four 
rotations and each survey included all the other aforementioned components and parts. 
Mexican American Cultural Values Scale (MACVS). The complete MACVS 
instrument was used for the present experiment. This 50-item scale measures the degree to which 
participants endorse mainstream American values and Mexican American values on a 7-point 
Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Items under Mexican 
American Values are divided into six subscales: Familism-Support, Familism-Obligations, 
Familism-Referent, Respect, Religion, and Traditional Gender Roles. Items under Mainstream 
Values are divided into three subscales: Material Success, Independence and Self-Reliance, and 
Competition and Personal Achievement. The MACVS has demonstrated acceptable reliability 
and evidence for construct validity across two studies (Knight et al., 2010). For the overall 
composite score of Mexican American cultural values, Cronbach’s alphas were .89 and .84 for 
adolescents, .87 and .88 for mothers, and .84 and .88 for fathers. For the overall composite score 
of Mainstream cultural values, Cronbach’s alphas were .77 and .84 for adolescents, .79 and 
.81for mothers, and .79 and .82 for fathers. While the composite scores showed acceptable 
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reliability, individual subscale reliability ranged widely from .35 to .86 (though the majority 
were .60 or higher), with the authors suggesting caution in the use of individual subscales. 
The MACVS was chosen for use in the present study because it was used successfully by 
Villalobos and Smetana (2012) with a non-Mexican Hispanic population, specifically Puerto 
Ricans, a group well represented in our sample population. Also, cultural values that correlated 
with perceptions of lie acceptability in Dominguez and Crossman’s (2016) study were assessed 
using MACVS items (see Appendix B for complete scale). 
Marianismo Beliefs Scale (MBS). The MBS is a 24-item scale that measures the 
influence that traditional Latino cultural beliefs have on people’s perceptions and expectations of 
a Latina woman’s gender role identity and how they should behave in private and social settings 
(Reyes, 2013). The statements, rated on a 4-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 
(strongly agree), reflect five subscales that relate to specific behavioral rules that a Latina woman 
should follow. These five subscales are Family Pillar, Virtuous and Chaste, Subordinate to 
Others, Self-Silencing to Maintain Harmony, and Spiritual Pillar. The MBS scale has 
demonstrated acceptable reliability (Rodriguez, Castillo, & Gandara, 2013), with the following 
coefficient alphas: Family Pillar (0.77), Virtuous and Chaste (0.79), Subordinate to Other (0.76), 
Self-Silencing to Maintain Harmony (0.78), and Spiritual Pillar (0.85) (Castillo et al., 2010; see 
Appendix C for complete scale). 
Demographics. Participants indicated whether or not they identified as Hispanic (if yes, 
they were asked to elaborate on their ethnicity), if they worked and where, their age, race, 
nationality, sex, gender, year in school, household income and marital status. No personally 
identifying information was retained after giving course credit. 
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Procedure 
Once IRB permission was granted, participants were given access to the online survey via 
a Qualtrics link that was posted on the John Jay College SONA System website. The description 
on the SONA System read as follows: “This online survey will look at cultural factors relating to 
perceptions of lie acceptability. Completion time of this survey was estimated to be about an 
hour. Participants should be at least 18 years old in order to be considered eligible for this 
study.” Once they attested that they were at least 18 years old, participants were able to give 
informed consent before completing the survey. Contact information was also provided in the 
event that participants had any questions, comments or concerns. Regardless of survey 
completeness, participants received class credit once they submitted their survey. 
Participants filled out an online Qualtrics survey consisting of four parts. First, they rated 
12 vignettes depicting various lie-telling scenarios. The acceptability of the lies was rated on a 9-
point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (Extremely unacceptable) to 9 (Extremely acceptable). Then, 
participants completed the entire MACVS instrument, rating various attitude statements from 1 
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Next, participants completed the MBS instrument, 
rating various attitude statements from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). Lastly, 
participants provided some basic demographic information. 
Participants were directed to a separate link, where they were asked to provide their name 
and John Jay email address. This information was gathered solely for the purpose of granting 
class credit. Once credit was granted, all personally identifying participant information was 
erased. All 250 participants received two (2) class credits, regardless of degree of survey 
completeness. 
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Analysis Plan 
Before any analyses were conducted, the author first obtained descriptive statistics on all 
coded variables. Different statistical analyses were conducted to test our primary and exploratory 
hypotheses. Vignette ratings were analyzed as a function of lie type and lie domain and their 
interaction using a Repeated Measures ANOVA on lie acceptability ratings, with lie type 
(antisocial and prosocial) and lie domain (personal, prudential and moral) as factors and 
composite MACVS and MBS scores as covariates. The author expected that there would be main 
effects and interactions among these factors. The author also hypothesized that stronger 
endorsement of Mexican American cultural values and Marianismo Belief Scale statements 
would negatively correlate with lie acceptability ratings. To test this hypothesis, the author ran 
correlations among MACVS ratings, MBS ratings, and vignette lie acceptability ratings. 
Results 
The average vignette rating, across all conditions, was 4.34 (SD = 1.02). Mean lie 
acceptability ratings were calculated as a function of lie domain and lie type. Means and standard 
deviations of participant ratings as a function of lie domain and lie type are shown in Table 4. 
 
Table 4 
Means (SDs) of Lie Acceptability Ratings as a Function of Lie Domain and Lie Type 
 Lie Domain  
Personal Prudential Moral Row Mean 
Lie 
Type  
Antisocial  5.30 (1.46) 3.94 (1.41) 3.13 (1.45) 4.13 (1.07) 
Prosocial 4.93 (1.71) 4.34 (1.60) 4.41 (1.51) 4.56 (1.23) 
Column Mean 5.12 (1.30) 4.14 (1.29) 3.77 (1.17)  
Note. 1 = extremely unacceptable, 9 = extremely acceptable 
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 Raters’ MACVS and MBS scores were significantly correlated, r(237) = .52, p < .001, and 
marginally correlated with overall lie acceptability ratings: MACVS, r(237) = -.12, p = .057; 
MBS, r(237) = -.12, p = .071. 
 To test the current study’s hypotheses, participants’ lie acceptability ratings were analyzed 
with repeated measures ANOVA, with lie type and lie domain as factors and MACVS and MBS 
scores as covariates. First, the author hypothesized that antisocial lies would be perceived as less 
acceptable than prosocial lies. However, there was no overall main effect of lie type, F(1, 234) = 
0.52, p = .820, ηp
2 = .000. 
Second, it was hypothesized that lies told in the prudential domain would be perceived as 
less acceptable than lies in the personal domain. Indeed, there was a significant main effect of 
domain, F(2, 233) = 4.26, p = .015, ηp
2 = .018. Post hoc Bonferroni comparisons showed that, as 
anticipated, prudential lies were rated less acceptable (M = 4.14, SE = .08) than personal lies (M 
= 5.12, SE = .08), p < .001, as were moral lies, (M = 3.77, SE = .08), p < .001. Moral lies were 
also rated significantly less acceptable than prudential lies, p < .001. However, both the lie 
domain and lie type main effects were qualified by multiple interactions, as described below. 
First, consistent with hypothesis three, there was significant lie type by domain 
interaction, F(2, 233) = 5.01, p = .007, ηp
2 = .041 (see Figure 1). In addition, there was a 
significant domain by MBS score interaction, F(2, 233) = 5.51, p = .005, ηp
2 = .045. However, 
these two-way interactions were further modified by two three-way interactions. 
Specifically, there was a significant lie type by domain by MACVS interaction, F(2, 233) 
= 4.02, p = .019, ηp
2 = .033, as well as a lie type by domain by MBS scores interaction, F(2, 233) 
= 4.13, p = .017, ηp
2 = .034. To further explore these interactions, separate analyses were 
conducted by domain because it was a factor in each significant interaction. These repeated  
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Figure 1. There was a significant two-way interaction between lie type and lie domain. Bars 
represent mean lie acceptability ratings as a function of lie type and lie domain, with MACVS 
and MBS scores as covariates. 
 
measures analyses included lie type as the factor and MACVS and MBS as covariates. 
In the personal domain, there was only a main effect of MBS scores, F(1, 234) = 5.98, p 
= .015, ηp
2 = .025. Higher MBS scores were associated with lower ratings of lie acceptability in 
the personal domain, r(237) = -.18, p = .006. 
 In the prudential domain, there was a main effect of lie type, F(1, 234) = 7.22, p = .008, 
ηp
2 = .03, as antisocial, prudential lies were rated less acceptable than prosocial ones (see Figure 
1). This effect was modified by a lie type x MACVS interaction, F(1, 234) = 4.74, p = .03, ηp
2 = 
.02. While MACVS scores negatively correlated with antisocial, prudential lie ratings, r(237) =   
-.22, p = .001, there was no relation for prosocial lies, r(237) = .00, p = .98. Antisocial, 
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1.43), than for those below the median (M = 4.29, SD = 1.32), F(1, 236) = 15.67, p < .001. There 
was no difference for prosocial, prudential lies, F(1, 236) = 1.54, p = .22. 
In the moral domain, there was only a marginal main effect of lie type, F(1, 234) = 2.65, 
p = .105, ηp
2 = .011, but there was a lie type x MBS interaction, F(1, 234) = 7.27, p = .008, ηp
2 = 
.03. MBS scores were not correlated with antisocial, r(237) = .09, p = .19, or prosocial, moral lie 
acceptability, r(237) = -.08, p = .21. However, antisocial, moral lies were rated less acceptable 
among those scoring below the MBS median (M = 2.91, SD = 1.40), than those above the median 
(M = 3.36, SD = 1.48), F(1, 236) = 5.66, p = .018. No difference emerged for prosocial, moral 
lies, F(1, 236) = 0.36, p = .55. 
Fourth, it was hypothesized that when comparing ratings of lie acceptability between 
authority figures, it would be considered worse to lie to parents compared to the other authority 
figures. To test this hypothesis, ratings were examined with repeated measures ANOVA, with 
mothers vs. fathers, and then professors vs. parents, as factors with lie type and lie domain and 
MACVS and MBS scores as covariates. There were no significant differences between mothers 
(M = 4.35, SD = 1.28) and fathers (M = 4.42, SD = 1.03), F(1, 233) = 0.20, p = .65, nor was there 
a significant difference in lie acceptability ratings between parents (M = 4.39, SD = 1.16) and 
professors (M = 4.30, SD = 1.09), contrary to previous findings, F(1, 234) = 0.30, p = .58. 
Finally, it was hypothesized that endorsement of Mexican American cultural values 
(hypothesis 5) and MBS statements (hypothesis 6) would negatively correlate with lie 
acceptability ratings pertaining to parents. To test these hypotheses, we examined correlations 
between lie acceptability ratings and specific MACVS and MBS subscale values and found 
negative correlations between some of the cultural values and lie acceptability ratings 
(Bonferroni corrected for multiple comparisons; p < .002; see Appendix D for all correlations). 
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For example, the more participants endorsed respect, r(237) = -.27, p < .002, and religion, r(237) 
= -.23, p < .002, the less acceptable it was to lie to professors. Similarly, the more participants 
endorsed respect, the less acceptable it was to lie to parents, r(237) = -.24, p < .002. The more 
participants endorsed family obligation, r(237) = -.235, p < .002, respect, r(237) = -.31, p < .002, 
and religion, r(237) = -.225, p < .002, the less acceptable it was to tell antisocial lies overall. The 
more participants endorsed respect, r(237) = -.22, p < .002, and religion, r(237) = -.23, p < .002, 
the less acceptable it was to tell personal lies. The more participants endorsed respect, the less 
acceptable it was to tell prudential lies, r(237) = -.22, p < .002, or lies in the moral domain, 
r(237) = -.25, p < .002. However, neither hypothesis 5 nor 6 was supported. Stronger 
endorsement of Mexican American cultural values did not correlate significantly with lie 
acceptability ratings for parents, r(237) = -.20, p = .002, though it was in the expected direction 
and was similar for professors, r(237) = -.21, p = .001. In addition, stronger endorsement of 
MBS statements overall did not correlate significantly with lie acceptability ratings for parents, 
r(237) = -.12, p = .057. 
To explore the possibility that differences would emerge by parent (mothers versus 
fathers), the author reran correlations split by parent type (i.e., mom vs. dad). However, there 
were no significant correlations for mothers, and only ONE for fathers. Specifically, the more 
participants endorsed respect, the less acceptable it was to lie to fathers, r(237) = -.29, p < .002. 
Discussion 
 The goal of the current study was to better understand factors that influence perceptions of 
lie acceptability. These include the type of lie told, the domain in which that lie is told, and the 
recipient of that lie. In addition, the current study more systematically explored the potential role 
of traditional cultural beliefs in understanding perceptions of lie-telling. 
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Findings from the present study replicated some, but not all, previous research 
(Dominguez & Crossman, 2016; Ning & Crossman, 2007; Seiter, Bruschke, & Bai, 2002; 
Smetana & Asquith, 1994). For example, the present study did not find a significant, overall 
difference between antisocial lies and prosocial lies. However, results did show that lie 
acceptability varied by lie domain and, as expected, these results were moderated by lie type. 
This supports the proposition that perceptions of lie acceptability are impacted by a combination 
of factors and that people are very sensitive to context when evaluating lie acceptability, further 
adding to an already sizable body of research concerning this topic. 
It was expected that it would be considered worse to lie to parents compared to the other 
authority figures, consistent with findings from a similar study. Yet perceptions of lie 
acceptability did not significantly differ by lie recipient, contrary to previous findings 
(Dominguez & Crossman, 2016). This unexpected finding could be a reflection of sample 
characteristics. Perhaps undergraduate students do not differentiate parents from professors, as 
both groups represent equally salient authority figures that students are interacting with 
concurrently. In contrast, non-undergraduate participants might not perceive professors and 
parents as comparable figures with the same level of authority. Additionally, the current study 
included only authority figures, whereas prior research contrasted authority with non-authority 
figures. The lack of a non-authority figure could have reduced the degree of differentiation 
among lie recipients through lack of sufficient contrast. 
Correlations also suggest that cultural differences are related to perceptions of lie 
acceptability, consistent with prior findings (Dominguez & Crossman, 2016). However, the 
findings also revealed varying results with regards to cultural values, with Mexican American 
Cultural Values and Marianismo Beliefs relating differently to lie acceptability ratings across lie 
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domain and type, again highlighting how sensitive lie acceptability is to context. Of course, it is 
possible that subscale differences between the measures (e.g., religiosity in MACVS) account for 
these variations, particularly given that the MACVS subscales showed less reliability than did 
the overall, composite scale. Nevertheless, our results suggest that cultural values do contribute 
to differences regarding perceptions of lie acceptability. 
When examining the specific values that correlated negatively with lie acceptability 
ratings, the values that were significant were those they are not necessarily exclusively Mexican 
or even Latinx values. The endorsement of respect, religion, and family obligation are values and 
beliefs that are not bound to specific cultures and, in fact, may transcend cultural barriers. One 
does not need to be Mexican or Latinx to endorse or to be influenced by beliefs about respect, 
religion, and/or family obligation. 
Indeed, it is possible that other factors, which may be related to being Hispanic, impacted 
endorsement of certain values and therefore impacted lie acceptability ratings. For example, 
whether participants were still living at home with their parents, or how close they were to their 
parents, could have implications for their lie acceptability ratings. Or, if participants immigrated 
to the United States, how long have they been in the country and how assimilated they have 
become to American culture could all help to explain their endorsement of cultural values and 
have impacted their perceptions regarding lie telling to parents and professors. However, these 
factors were not assessed in the current study. 
Moreover, our sample included a variety of ethnicities beneath the umbrella term of 
“Hispanic,” raising the possibility that there were variations between Hispanic subgroups that 
were not accounted for in our analyses. For instance, the sample included Puerto Rican 
participants, a group with whom the MACVS had been used previously (Villalobos & Smetana, 
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2012), as well as Dominicans and other groups, with whom the measure has not been used 
previously. It is possible that these subgroups differed in ways that impacted their perceptions of 
lie-telling. While no subgroup had sufficient numbers to reliably test this possibility, it was 
explored with the two largest, identified subgroups, Puerto Ricans (20% (n = 21)) and 
Dominicans (19% (n = 20)). However, there were no significant differences between Puerto 
Ricans and non-Puerto Ricans, or between Dominicans and non-Dominicans, regarding vignette 
ratings. Correlations among MACVS ratings, MBS ratings, and vignette lie acceptability ratings 
(Bonferroni corrected for multiple comparisons; p < .002) were probed for these two subgroups 
as well. While there were no significant correlations within the Dominican group, there was one 
within the Puerto Rican group. The more they endorsed respect, the less acceptable they rated 
antisocial lies, r(21) = -.69, p < .001. 
Overall, then, unknown characteristics of the current sample that were not measured or 
accounted for in the current study, such as level of acculturation or time in United States, might 
help to explain subgroup differences. Additionally, the small sample size within these groups and 
even smaller sample sizes among the other ethnic groups made it difficult to test whether any 
differences exist between subgroups regarding lie acceptability ratings or endorsement of 
Mexican American cultural values. Future research would benefit from a more nuanced 
exploration of cultural values and their implications for individuals’ perceptions of lies and lie 
acceptability by including a larger sample size for specific ethnic groups of interest to future 
researchers. Future researchers would also do well to assess whether participants are still living 
at home with their parents, how close they are to their parents, if they immigrated to the U.S., 
length of time in country, level of acculturation and assimilation, and other similar factors that 
may be relevant to perceptions of lie-telling. 
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Regardless, these findings suggest that the MACVS, despite its name, is a measure that 
could be used successfully with other non-Mexican Hispanic groups. For this reason, the author 
suggests that perhaps Knight et al. (2010) may want to consider renaming this scale to something 
like the ‘Hispanic Values Scale’. Along with additional psychometric evidence, perhaps citations 
can be made to studies such as the present one to show that the MACVS has, and can, be used 
successfully with other non-Mexican Hispanic groups. 
Implications 
Practical implications. The present study sought to examine factors that might influence 
differences in perceptions of lie acceptability. Current findings help to clarify some of the factors 
that drive our nuanced beliefs about lie-telling behavior and when it is and is not acceptable. Our 
results showed that perceptions of lie acceptability are sensitive to context, so we should 
consider the implications for this, especially when lying extends to other, non-experimental 
situations. For example, do specific perceptions about lying encourage the act of lying and if so, 
under what circumstances? As we have seen, people tell all types of lies, but what happens when 
the lying becomes deliberate and it starts occurring in situations that are more serious? This is 
particularly important in criminal justice related settings. Lies have wider implications in such 
settings because lie-telling can have legal ramifications and, depending on the extent of the lie, 
the consequences may be very severe. For example, it is important to establish whether a person 
would be more likely to lie to the police, or under oath, in order to protect someone if they 
believe lies of this type are generally more acceptable. In these cases, it would help to know what 
conditions make people more susceptible to lying and knowing this could help criminal justice 
and legal personnel predict whether someone is likely to lie in specific situations, and perhaps 
inform efforts to shift conditions towards eliciting more honesty. 
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However, just because someone perceives a lie to be acceptable, does not necessarily 
mean that they will tell a lie. And conversely, just because someone perceives a lie to be 
unacceptable, does not mean that they will not tell a lie. Beliefs and actions do not always line up 
(Erasmus et al., 2009; Gneezy, Meier, & Rey-Biel, 2011; Simons, 2002), so we should not be too 
hasty and predict behavior based on lie perception research. Additionally, we wouldn’t want to 
misuse this research and mislabel somebody as being more or less likely to lie, thus biasing 
authorities and doing more harm than good for everyone involved. 
Whether someone actually lies or not may change depending on various factors, some of 
which were not probed in the current study. For example, would results have been different if 
participants knew the lie would be exposed? What if there were also explicit consequences for 
the lie told? And what if the severity of the punishment varied? What if lies were told to their 
own parents? These and similar questions may be of interest to future researchers. 
Regardless, knowing how complex lies can be teaches us lessons about lying and lying 
behavior, lessons that parents may find useful. In an attempt to prevent or curb lying behavior, 
parents may teach their children that: ‘All lies are bad, so don’t do it.’ However, this attitude 
ignores the complex role of lie-telling in society. And since parents often model lying behaviors, 
despite what they may say, this strategy often backfires. Perhaps instead of relying on platitudes 
and the ‘because I said so’ sentiment, it would be better if parents recognize that there are 
different types of lies and explain to their children why some lies are more acceptable, while 
others are not. Perhaps being honest about the complexities of lies and lie telling, instead of 
stereotyping all lying behavior, may be what parents need in order to get the results they want. 
Theoretical implications. This study also adds a multicultural component to the 
literature on lying by examining whether cultural values contribute to differences in ratings of lie 
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acceptability. The author found that some cultural values were associated with differences found 
between ratings of lie acceptability, so it is necessary for future research to further investigate the 
particular factors contributing to these differences and why, in order to foster the next generation 
of new theories that can help to explain these findings. 
Although this study focused on Hispanic populations, finding no difference between 
Hispanics and non-Hispanics has wider implications for theories on lying and lying behavior. 
Most, if not all, developmental and other psychological theories and practices have been derived 
from research conducted primarily with WEIRD (Western, Educated, Industrialized, Rich, and 
Democratic; Mio, Barker-Hackett, & Tumambing, 2012) populations. WEIRD populations tend 
to hold western values and beliefs; therefore, they may not be completely representative of the 
wider, global population. This raises the question of whether findings on perceptions of lie 
acceptability are generalizable across populations holding non-western values and beliefs (Ning 
& Crossman, 2007; Seiter, Bruschke, & Bai, 2002). 
Figuring out which of our current psychological theories and practices do and do not 
apply to non-western populations will either strengthen current theories, or highlight the need for 
new ones. Ideally, future research will better identify factors that contribute to individual 
differences and generate new theories that encapsulate amore universal understanding. 
Limitations and Future Research 
The current study adds a multicultural dimension to current literature on lying behavior 
and lie acceptability, while also answering some questions about perceptions of lying and the 
factors that influence them. However, there were also some limitations in the present study that 
could be addressed in future studies, and the results of these studies may differ from present 
results, once these limitations are addressed. 
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For example, results may have been due to the specific contexts created by the particular 
combinations of factors and vignettes tested. Given the context-dependence of lie acceptability, 
these specific contexts may have limited generalizability to other situations. Additionally, in the 
present study, all participants were college students and thus results may not be generalizable to 
the larger population. In addition, all participants were of legal age, and results may have 
differed if minors had participated in the present experiment, due to children being in different 
development stages. A potential issue with any survey is that people may or may not answer 
survey questions truthfully. However, since the present study involved the use of online surveys 
and no identifying information was retained, anonymity may help avoid this issue. Another 
limitation of this study may have been the medium used to convey lies. In the present 
experiment, participants responded to written vignettes. Results may have differed if participants 
had viewed the vignettes acted out in front of them or if participants had to evaluate the lies as if 
they had been the ones to tell them and if they were told to participants’ own parents or 
professors. Additionally, knowing that there would be consequences, and varying the severity of 
those consequences, may also change current results. 
Despite these limitations, the current study contributes to our understanding of factors 
that influence perceptions of lie acceptability and the circumstances under which lying is and is 
not acceptable. The current study also explored the role that traditional cultural beliefs play 
regarding these perceptions. While we found that some hypotheses were verified, not all of them 
were, highlighting the fact that lying is far more complex and nuanced than it first seems. 
Knowing that lying and lying behavior is not simply black and white, but rather falls on a wider 
spectrum of acceptability, raises interesting and novel questions for future researchers to answer. 
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Appendix A 
Vignettes 
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Appendix B 
Mexican American Cultural Values Scale 
Read the following statements. On a scale of 1 (Strongly disagree) to 7 (Strongly agree) rate the 
degree to which you agree or disagree each statement. 
1. One’s belief in God gives inner strength and meaning to life.  
2. Parents should teach their children that the family always comes first. 
3. Children should be taught that it is their duty to care for their parents when their parents get 
old. 
4. Children should always do things to make their parents happy. 
5. No matter what, children should always treat their parents with respect. 
6. Children should be taught that it is important to have a lot of money. 
7. People should learn how to take care of themselves and not depend on others. 
8. God is first; family is second. 
9. Family provides a sense of security because they will always be there for you. 
10. Children should respect adult relatives as if they were parents. 
11. If a relative is having a hard time financially, one should help them out if possible. 
12. When it comes to important decisions, the family should ask for advice from close relatives. 
13. Men should earn most of the money for the family so women can stay home and take care of 
the children and the home. 
14. One must be ready to compete with others to get ahead. 
15. Children should never question their parents’ decisions. 
16. Money is the key to happiness. 
17. The most important thing parents can teach their children is to be independent from others. 
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18. Parents should teach their children to pray. 
19. Families need to watch over and protect teenage girls more than teenage boys. 
20. It is always important to be united as a family. 
21. A person should share their home with relatives if they need a place to stay. 
22. Children should be on their best behavior when visiting the homes of friends or relatives. 
23. Parents should encourage children to do everything better than others. 
24. Owning a lot of nice things makes one very happy. 
25. Children should always honor their parents and never say bad things about them. 
26. As children get older their parents should allow them to make their own decisions. 
27. If everything is taken away, one still has their faith in God. 
28. It is important to have close relationships with aunts/uncles, grandparents, and cousins. 
29. Older kids should take care of and be role models for their younger brothers and sisters. 
30. Children should be taught to always be good because they represent the family. 
31. Children should follow their parents’ rules, even if they think the rules are unfair. 
32. It is important for the man to have more power in the family than the woman. 
33. Personal achievements are the most important things in life. 
34. The more money one has, the more respect they should get from others. 
35. When there are problems in life, a person can only count on him or herself. 
36. It is important to thank God every day for all one has. 
37. Holidays and celebrations are important because the whole family comes together. 
38. Parents should be willing to make great sacrifices to make sure their children have a better 
life. 
39. A person should always think about their family when making important decisions. 
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40. It is important for children to understand that their parents should have the final say when 
decisions are made in the family. 
41. Parents should teach their children to compete to win. 
42. Mothers are the main people responsible for raising children. 
43. The best way for a person to feel good about him or herself is to have a lot of money. 
44. Parents should encourage children to solve their own problems. 
45. It is important to follow the Word of God. 
46. It is important for family members to show their love and affection to one another. 
47. It is important to work hard and do one’s best because this work reflects on the family. 
48. Religion should be an important part of one’s life. 
49. Children should always be polite when speaking to any adult. 
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Appendix C 
Marianismo Beliefs Scale 
Read the following statements. The statements below represent some of the different expectations 
for Latinas. For each statement, please mark the answer that best describes what you believe 
rather than what you were taught or what you actually practice. On a scale of 1 (Strongly 
disagree) to 4 (Strongly agree) rate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each 
statement. A Latina . . . 
1. must be a source of strength for her family. 
2. is considered the main source of strength of her family. 
3. mother must keep the family unified. 
4. should teach her children to be loyal to the family. 
5. should do things that make her family happy. 
6. should (should have) remain(ed) a virgin until marriage. 
7. should wait until after marriage to have children. 
8. should be pure. 
9. should adopt the values taught by her religion. 
10. should be faithful to her partner. 
11. should satisfy her partner's sexual needs without argument. 
12. should not speak out against men. 
13. should respect men's opinions even when she does not agree. 
14. should avoid saying no to people. 
15. should do anything a male in the family asks her to do. 
16. should not discuss birth control. 
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17. should not express her needs to her partner. 
18. should feel guilty about telling people what she needs. 
19. should not talk about sex. 
20. should be forgiving in all aspects. 
21. should always be agreeable to men's decisions. 
22. should be the spiritual leader of the family. 
23. is responsible for taking family to religious services. 
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Appendix D 
Correlations for all participants (ratings for mothers and fathers combined into parents) (N = 237) 
with MACVS and MBS scales 
















Familism Support Pearson r -.211** -.186** -.264*** -.131* -.144* -.175** -.219*** 
p .001 .004 .000 .044 .027 .007 .001 
Familism Obligation Pearson r -.193** -.169** -.235*** -.125 -.133* -.178** -.178** 
p .003 .009 .000 .054 .041 .006 .006 
Familism Referent Pearson r -.177** -.198** -.222*** -.150* -.204** -.175** -.124 
p .006 .002 .001 .021 .002 .007 .057 
Respect Pearson r -.271*** -.236*** -.311*** -.192** -.217*** -.220*** -.247*** 
p .000 .000 .000 .003 .001 .001 .000 
Religion Pearson r -.226*** -.188** -.225*** -.181** -.226*** -.165* -.162* 
p .000 .004 .000 .005 .000 .011 .012 
Traditional Gender 
Roles 
Pearson r .152* .087 .126 .108 .085 .048 .196** 
p .019 .182 .053 .099 .192 .463 .002 
Mexican-American 
Values 
Pearson r -.214*** -.199** -.252*** -.158* -.196** -.190** -.169** 
p .001 .002 .000 .015 .002 .003 .009 
Material Success Pearson r .360*** .238*** .359*** .230*** .310*** .219*** .272*** 
p .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .001 .000 
Independence and 
Self-Reliance 
Pearson r .089 .111 .075 .117 .179** .060 .023 
p .174 .089 .249 .072 .006 .355 .722 
Competition/Personal 
Achievement 
Pearson r .098 .087 .094 .087 .123 .055 .069 
p .131 .184 .147 .184 .058 .400 .288 
Mainstream Values Pearson r .280*** .213*** .272*** .212** .296*** .171** .192** 
p .000 .001 .000 .001 .000 .008 .003 
MACVS Average Pearson r -.108 -.116 -.145* -.078 -.086 -.120 -.094 
p .098 .076 .026 .231 .185 .064 .149 
Family Pillar Pearson r -.136* -.080 -.157* -.059 -.131* -.114 -.039 
p .036 .221 .016 .363 .045 .081 .551 
Virtuous and Chaste Pearson r -.173** -.189** -.188** -.168** -.208** -.173** -.102 
p .008 .003 .004 .010 .001 .008 .117 
Subordinate to 
Others 
Pearson r .001 -.075 .019 -.087 -.144* -.006 .057 
p .993 .250 .770 .184 .026 .928 .384 
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Silence Self to 
Maintain Harmony  
Pearson r -.022 -.069 .007 -.090 -.141* -.028 .055 
p .736 .291 .921 .167 .031 .666 .403 
Spiritual Pillar  Pearson r .012 -.042 -.050 .015 -.032 -.046 .042 
p .852 .524 .443 .813 .623 .482 .522 
MBS Average Pearson r -.087 -.124 -.096 -.111 -.179** -.097 .001 
p .181 .057 .142 .089 .006 .135 .993 
*p < .05 level (2-tailed). 
**p < .01 level (2-tailed). 
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Correlations between lie acceptability ratings (Mother versus Father vignettes) with MACVS and 
MBS scales 
 Mother vignettes (n = 120) Father vignettes (n = 117) 
Familism Support Pearson r -.218* -.138 
p .017 .138 
Familism Obligation Pearson r -.164 -.181 
p .074 .051 
Familism Referent Pearson r -.202* -.195* 
p .027 .035 
Respect Pearson r -.198* -.294*** 
p .030 p = .001 
Religion Pearson r -.171 -.217* 
p .061 .019 
Traditional Gender Roles Pearson r .059 .124 
p .519 .184 
Mexican-American 
Values 
Pearson r -.194* -.212* 
p .034 .022 
Material Success Pearson r .242** .248** 
p .008 .007 
Independence and Self-
Reliance 
Pearson r .034 .227* 
p .712 .014 
Competition/Personal 
Achievement 
Pearson r .035 .160 
p .706 .085 
Mainstream Values Pearson r .162 .289** 
p .077 .002 
MACVS Average Pearson r -.120 -.111 
p .193 .233 
Family Pillar Pearson r -.088 -.073 
p .338 .433 
Virtuous and Chaste Pearson r -.166 -.220* 
p .069 .017 
Subordinate to Others Pearson r -.122 -.011 
p .183 .909 
Silence Self to Maintain 
Harmony  
Pearson r -.105 -.008 
p .255 .928 
Spiritual Pillar  Pearson r -.074 -.003 
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p .420 .971 
MBS Average Pearson r -.149 -.088 
p .104 .348 
*p < .05 level (2-tailed). 
**p < .01 level (2-tailed). 
***p < .001 level (2-tailed) [bold]. 
